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Senator Coleman, Representative Fox, distinguished members of the Judiciary Committee,

We are testifying today on behalf of Connecticut Voices for Children, a research-based public
education and advocacy organization that works statewide to promote the well-being of
Connecticut’s children, youth, and families.

We strongly support HB 5423, An Act Concerning School-Based Arrests, which seeks to
reduce the number of children arrested in schools by collecting and making publicly available daia
on school artests, establishing a clear definition of school-based artests, and requiring school
districts and police to clarify responsibilities when police are stationed in schools.

Academic and public policy research shows that atrests, including school-based arrests, have harmful
long-term impacts on children.! For example, a 2006 study based on a nationally representative
longitudinal dataset, found that “artest doubles the probability of dropout ezen when controlling for
arrest expectations, college expectations, ptior and concurrent delinquency, grade retention, school
suspension, middle school grade point average, and a numbet of demogtaphic factors.” * The study
also found that “a court appearance neatly quadruples the odds of dropout” and that the
increased risk of dropout was particularly severe for first time offenders.” These increases in
dropout risks are consistent with results from other studies, which were also rigorously designed to
measure the specific impacts of arrest and court involvement.*

1 See, e.g., American Civil Liberties Union, “Hard Lessons: School Resource Officer Programs and School Based
Arrests in Three Connecticut Towns” (November 2008), p. 38 (“That large numbers of studenis of color are arrested at
school is cause for prave concern, both for communities of color and for the community at latge, given the powerful
negative impacts arrest and prosccution almost invagably have on a young person’s life: psychological and emotional
trauma; educational distuption and increased risk of dropping out; diminished employment prospects; and of course the
threat of incatceration, with its concomitant emotional and physical dangers.” [citing to academic and public policy
literature]; Jennie Rabinowitz, “Leaving Homeroom in Handcuffs: Why an Over-reliance on Law Enforcement to
Ensure School Safety is Detrimental to Children,” 4 Catdozo Pub. L. Poly & Ethics . 153, 169-173 (March 2006)
{describing research regarding harms to children of juvenile justice involvement, including stigmatization and job
instability),

2 Sweeten, Gary, “Who Will Graduate? Disruption of High School Education by Arrest and Court Involvement” 24.4,
Justice Quarterly, 462-480, at 478 (December 2006) (emphasis added).

3Td. at 473 (emphasis added).

41d. at 473 (*These magnitudes are similar to Bernburg and Krohn’s (2003) estimates of the effect of any arrest or
juvenile justice system involvement for males from ages 13.5 to 16.5. They found that arrest nearly quadimpled the odds
of high schoo! dropont, and justice system involvement increased the odds of dropout 3.6 times.”) (citation omitted).
See also Paul Hitschfield, “Another Way Out: The Impact of Juvenile Atrests on High School Dropout”, Soreloey of
Education, Vo. 82, No.4 (Octobet, 2009), pp. 368-393 (concluding, based on sample of more than 4,844 inner-city
Chicapo students, that “contact with the legal system increased scheol dropout” and that “being arrested weakens
subsequent participation in utban schools, decreasing their capacity to educate and otherwise help vulnerable youths.”)




This bill addresses two major issues around school atrests: the need for better data, and the
need to for schools and police to work together to improve outcomes for children in our
schools.

L. Data

Better information is crucial to improved outcomes. Parents, advocates, and the school districts
themselves need access to school arrest data to locate and improve upon ateas of weakness,
benchmark themselves against peer districts and statewide averages, and identify standout schools
and districts that might provide helpful models to implement. HB 5432 addresses this issue by
including provisions to improve access, quality, and breadth of school arrest data,

Access to Data

Currently, some data is collected on school arrests, but it is done so inconsistently, and is
very inaccessible. The State Department of Education (SDE) collects data on school atrests
through the ED166 - the disciplinary offense repotting form — which includes a check box for
whether or not the student was arrested.” This data contains some limitations (discussed below), but
would be quite helpful if publicly available and presented in a meaningful context. Unfortunately, at
present, it is both unavailable and inaccessible,

At one point, the ED166 data was intended to be available from the Connecticut Education Data
and Research (CEDaR) Portal, but, in practice, was unavailable due to technical constraints at SDE
that returned etror messages when one attempted to access it. Even if the file could be exported,
the data would acrive in a 275,000 row Excel spreadsheet that was unlikely to be meaningful for
anyone outside of professional researchers. Due to the server issues, SDE has recently removed
the discipline data export capabilities from CEDaR, making the school arrest data
completely unavailable outside of a formal request to the department.”

This bill requires the inclusion of school discipline data, including school atrests, on the
Strategic School Profiles (S5Ps), which would go a long way towards making available and
accessible the necessary information for solid data-driven improvements in school climate
and arrest reduction. Strategic School Profiles are alteady home to a wealth of information about
schools, including enrollment demographics, truancy, test scores, course offerings, and staff,’ and
therefore a natural home for school discipline data as parents and others know to look there for

3 See, Connecticut State Department of Educaton, “2011-2012 ED166 Disciplinary Offense Data Submission Data
Collections Record Layout,” (September 15, 2011), available at: http: nwv.csde.state.ctus/public/ed 166/docs/2011-
2012 ED166_RecordLayoutpdf [See ED166 field: Arvested — Repott whether ot not the student was arrested (Y
Yes, “N” — No), regardless of whether the student was on or off school propetty at the time of arrest. MANDATORY
FIELD")
4 Numerous attempts were made to access the exports from December 2011 through January 2012, See emails with
Mark Vocca, Connecticut State Department of Education (December 21, 2011 and Januvary 19, 2012), and with Angela
Gambaccini-May, Connecticut State Department of Education (January 26, 2012 and January 27, 2012}, on file at CT
Voices.
" The data had been previously accessible through CEDaR at

d al. Cedar/WEB/ct report/DisciplineD1’.aspx by selecting “Custom Export” from the "Discipline
Reports menu. Tlus functionality was temoved sometime in Februm:y 2012. In fact, all export functions from CEDaR
were removed during this time period as a result of server capacity issues at SDE (per conversation with Mark Voccea,
January 20, 2012).
8 Strategic School Profiles are available for all disuicts and public schools in Connecticut at:
Cedar/W1iB/RescarchandReports/SSPReports.aspx
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information. By law, in addition to submitting them to the Commissioner of Education,
supetintendents must present SSPs annually at a public meeting of the locat board of education —
providing a direct forum for discussion of the metrics they contain.” While districts already must
collect arrest data for repoxt in individual ED166 forms, there is no requirement that they analyze
the aggregate data to determine trends ot dispropottionality. Requiring the collection of this overall
data for an SSP would therefore give distticts morte access to their own data and benchmarks for
improvement., Furthermore, SSPs are standardized actoss all distticts and schools, allowing for easy
comparison between them that will aid in providing a context for intetpteting arrest rates and other
school discipline data. The stated goal of the SSPs is “to serve as an accountability system which
informs the public about what is happening in Connecticut schools; and to stimulate school
improvement through shared information™” - a goal which would be significantly furthered by the
inclusion of school discipline data in the repotts.

Quality of Data

In order for data to be useful, it must be accurate and comprehensive. The current methods of data
collection are both difficult for the schools to complete accurately, and also incomplete. A clear and
consistent definition of school arrests, such as the one proposed in HB 5432, will help
address this problem,

The present iteration of the ED166 form is an insufficient tool for collecting school atrest
data. While a district could file a form for all incidents, the only times the forms must be filed are
for all incidents resulting in suspension (in-school, out of school, and bus), all “serious” offenses,"
and all incidents involving alcohol, drugs or weapons.'” However, atrests may occur at school that
do not result in the filing of an ED166 form, producing an undetcount if this tool is used."

Within the form, schools are instructed to “report whether or not the student was arrested
regardless of whether the student was on or off school propetty at the time of atrest.”" Although
completion of this field is supposed to be mandatory,” schools often struggle to accurately complete
it, given that they often do not know whether or not a student has been atrested (particulatly if the
attest took place off school property). Futthermore, if the police are involved, even if the incident

w

? Connecticut General Statutes, Sec. 10-220 (c), which states “Annually, each local and repional board of education shall
submit to the Commissioner of Education a strategic school profile report for each school under its jurisdiction and for
the school district as a whole. The superintendent of each local and regional school district shall present the profile
tepott at the next regularly scheduled public meeting of the board of education after each November first.”
0 Connecticut State Depattment of Education, “About the School Profiles,” available at:

: Cedar/WEB/ResearchandReports/SSPReports.aspx under “About the Strategic School

"1 SDE categorizes approximately two dozen types of offenses as “setious,” including physical assaults, property
destruction or thefi, verbal harassment, drug or weapon possession, and threatening. See, Connecticut State Department
of Education, “ED 166 Serious Incidents,” (Crctober 20, 2010), available at:

http:/ /www.csde.state.ctus/public/ed166/docs/ScriqusIncidents.doc

12 See, Connecticut State Department of Education, “Summer 2011 ED166 Training,” (August 16, 2011), available at:
http:/ /ctserc.org/ csdedata /I2D166%20Handouts.pdf

13 State law requires police to give schools written notice whenever students are arrested for Class A misdemeanors or
felonies, (Conn. Gen. Sta. Ann. 10-233h) Howevet, it does not require school officials to monitor other kinds of arrests,
or even to keep the reporis they do receive. {Ser, American Civil Liberties Union, “Hard Lessons: School Resource
Officer Programs and School-Based Arrests in Three Connecticut Towns” (November 2008), pp. 22)

14 See, Connecticut State Department of Education, “2011-2012 ED166 Disciplinaty Offense Data Submission Data
Collections Record Layout,” (September 15, 2011), available at: hitp:/ /www.csde.state.ct.us/public/cd166/docs/2011-
2012 D166 RecordLayout.pdf

15 Thbid.
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does not ultimately result in an arrest (pethaps as the result of diversion to a Juvenile Review Board
or a police decision not to artest), schools may nonetheless repott an atrest as having occurred.

HB 5432 defines a school atrest as one that occurs “on school property during the school day, ot ...
at a school sponsored activity conducted on or off school property.”' This definition, limited to
atrest occurring at times and locations under direct school staff supervision, should allow schools to
mote accurately provide data and comprehensively count all arrests. Furthermore, it is in keeping
with the definition used by the Court Suppott Services Division of the Judiciary Department, which
has, since last spring, been conducting a voluntary hand count of school artests using data from
probation officers."

Breadth of Data
Significant research shows pervasive and disturbing disproportionality in exclusionary discipline
practices, school arrests, and the juvenile justice system in Connecticut.” Students of color, males,
students in special education, and students in poorer districts are arrested at significantly higher rates
than their peets. A preliminary analysis of ED166 data by Connecticut Voices for Children found
these disparities statewide and in neatly every district. Though the ED166 atrest data is imperfect, it
is nonetheless useful as a starting point for discussion and its disproportionality trends are likely to
hold as the data collection improves. Statewide, during the 2010-2011 school year:"”
» Black children were nearly 4 times mote likely to be atrested in school than white
children (11.9 arrests per 1000 students versus 3.2, respectively)
¢ Hispanic childtren wete over 3 times more likely to be arrested in school than white
children (10.5 arrests per 1000 students versus 3.2, respectively)
¢ Boys wete twice as likely to be arrested in school as girls (7.5 arrests pex 1000 students
versus 3.7 respectively)

16 $ee, “Raised Bill 5432: An Act Concemmg School-Based Arrests,” Connecticnt General Asserably (2012), available at:

17 Connecticut Voices for Children has been participating in a school atrest dath workgroup with the Court Support
Services Division of the Judiciaty Branch (meetings August 19, 2011, September 15, 2011, and Februagy 28, 2012).

¥ See, e.g, Connecticut Voices for Children, “Missing Out: Suspending Students from Connecticut Schools,” {August
2008), pp. 13-17 (discussing dispropottionality by race/ethnicity and special education status); American Civil Liberties
Union, “Hard Lessons: School Resource Officer Programs and School-Based Arrests in Three Connecticut Towns”
(November 2008}, pp. 35-44 (discussing racial disproportionality in frequency of school-based arrests in West Hartford
and East Hartford and finding that “the ED 166 data indicate that students of color who commit certain common
infractions — for example, incidents involving the use of physical force, like fights, or incidents involving drugs — are
more likely to be arrested than are white students committing the very same offenses.” ); Spectrum Associates Market
Research, “A Second Reassessment of Disproporiionate Minority Contact in Connecticut’s Juvenile Justice System”
(May 15, 2009) (finding disproportionate minority contact in many decision points in Connecticut’s juvenile justice
system, even when controlling for other factors); Office of Policy and Management, “Biennial Report on
Disproportionate Minotity Contact, Fiscal Years 2010-2011 (December 31, 2011) (discussing in detail data regarding
disproportionate minority contact in Connecticut’s juvenile justice system and steps to reduce such disproportienality).
19 These figures come from a CT Voices analysis of enrollment and EDN166 data provided by the Connecticut State
Depactment of Education. {See, emails from Angela Gambaccini-May, SDE, on January 27, 2012 and January 31, 2012,
on file at Connecticut Voices for Children). The data presented on school arrests comes from ED166, which is likely
somewhat inaccurate for the reasons discussed eatlier (these include: undercount of students arrested for whom an
ED166 was not filed, overcount of students arrested because it does not subtract out students diverted to a JRB or who
were not ultimately acrested, and uncertainty in the counting of students involved in incidents on school buses and off
school property at school-related events). We have included this data despite these limitations because, absent extreme
disproporiionality in the opposite direction in these soutces of uncertainty, the gencral trends of disproportionality
almost certainly hold. See Appendix for additional figures.
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¢ Special education students were more than twice as likely to be artested in school than
regular education students (10.9 atrests per 1000 students versus 5.0, respectively)

* Children in the state’s pootest districts (District Reference Group [DRGJ]™ 1) were 9.4
times more likely to be arrested in school than childten in the wealthiest districts (DRG
A) (9.4 artests per 1000 students versus 1.0, tespectively).

¢ Disparities are widespread, affecting children in nearly all districts, In every single DRG,
black and Hispanic children were mose likely to be atrested than theit white peers,
and special education students were more likely to be arrested than their regular
education peets.

This widespread disproportionality illustrates the desperate need for data collection on
school arrests that includes demographic information about the children. We applaud this
committee for including these provisions in HB 5432, While a town might be unconcerned
about arrest rates if their overall number of arrests is not tremendously high, those averages often
mask significant disparities in the students who are arrested. For example, DRG A has the lowest
arrest rates in Connecticut, but black students in those schools were atrested at 9.4 times the rate of
white students — a matkedly greater degree of disparity than in any other DRG.” In addition to
drawing attention to disproportionality, arrest information disaggtegated by demographics will help
schools and districts identify problematic areas on which to focus their arrest-reduction efforts. For
example, one town might find that it has done well at reducing regular/special education disparities,
but still has more work to do on racial disparities, and can create progtams and interventions
accordingly. Additionally, accessible and easily intetpreted data will allow for the identification of
positive outliers whose attest tates are significantly lower than peers. These standout districts could
then be analyzed for best practices and serve as models for other districts seeking to improve their
rates.

1T, Improved Communication Between Schools and Police

Extensive research into best practices for reducing school based atrests etnphasizes the critical
importance of cleatly delineated responsibilities and expectations, negotiated in person and
confitmed in writing, between schools and police. We therefore strongly support the inclusion
of language in HB 5432 which requires agreements on the delineation of responsibilities
between police stationed in schools and school personnel.

Connecticut has already identified the benefit of, and begun to take steps towards, improved
communication between schools and police, The Juvenile Justice Advisoty Committee (JJAC)
has awarded multiple rounds of grants to a number of districts implementing strategies to reduce

2 District Reference Groups are used by the State Depattment of Education to place towns of similar incomes into
groups to facilitate comparison. A list of towns by DRG is available at:

hetp:/fwww.sde.ctgov/sde/LIB/sde/PDI /dgm /report] /cpse2006/appndxa.pdf

21 Thid.

2 See, ¢.g, Peter Finn, et. al,, “Comparison of Program Activities and Lessons Learned Among 19 School Resource
Officer (SRO) Programs,” (February 28, 2005), p. 23-31, available at htgp:/ /www.nedjjdp.org/cpsv/pdE-

files/SRO Natl Survey.pdf (discussing in detail the ciitical importance of defining school resource officers’ roles and
responsibilities eleatly in written agreements between schools and police, and describing in detail best practices for
ensuring successful delineation of roles and fidelity to agteements); American Civil Liberties Union, “Hard Lessons:
School Resource Officer Programs and School-Based Artests in Three Connecticut Towns” (Novembes 2008), p. 18-20
(discussing importance of a memorandum of understanding, “or other formal written agreement, between the school
board and the police department, in which the mutual responsibilities of SROs [school resource officers] and educators
are spelled out™).
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school arrests.” Conditions of the grant include the requitement that districts adopt a memorandum
of agreement (MOA) between schools and police.24 While this funding has served as an incentive to
encourage patticipation, funding is not necessary for schools and police to come to the table to
make a cleat plan of action for dealing apptopriately with students in schools. Districts will have
access to a number of resources, including the JJAC’s model MOA,” to facilitate and expedite
conversations. Furthermore, the small investment of time to clatify roles and responsibilities will
likely reap significant time savings down the line in reduced artests, improved student behavior,
reduced confusion and conflict between school and police personnel, and improved outcomes for

YOU t[l.

2 Dustricts receiving grants for 2011 and 2011/12 include: Ansonia, Hamden, Manchester, New Haven, Norwalk,
Norwich, Regional School District 10 (Harwinton and Burlington), and Vernon. “School/Police Grant Awards 2011 and
2011 / 2012 ”Juvemlc ]ustl(:c Adwsory Commlttee Office of Policy and Management (June 2011}, available at:

g li 1

Pohcy and Management (June 21, 2011), avallable at: htp: .ct,
% “Model Memorandum of Agreement between Schools and Police,” Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee, Office of

Policy and Management (June 6, 2011), available at:

hetp:/ feww.ct.gov/opm/lib/opm/cjppd/cijjyd /programschoolpolice/inoa 6-11.doc

Connecticut Voices for Children 6




SO UL PIY I A o BLOYUISPRIIARIIION o CFDR RO COT INU ] o DETHROEEOT SUOY T« (1C90 [0 TUIART [ AN« AU TR ¢

IPdEISEIP0)o50/SUOHES QNG /4T0 OIS P o eias 7 77011
1€ S[qereat {900z duaf) waprzys 40/ 110 ) amomanne?y (YY) sdnoin) 20usIaFaY IDEISICY,, 995 SO (] Inoqe UOTRUWOJU] 10U 10, 4

15919 JO SIUSPIDUL ¢ puUE
] wdam3aq SurpnPUT $90032)5 107 , € it payussaid st BEq oz TESW[OTUD PUE ‘PI2U JUIPTYS JO SIOIEDTPUT 331U ‘STIEIS SMIOUOIIOI0S IDIISIP
JO $IIMSEIW 391 £q PIVTWIISP STE SHY(Y (51042 PAIe[3-[00Tds 3¢ L13adoxd [00Yos 3O PUE $3S1Q [0OYDS TO SIUIPIOUT UT POAJOAT] STUDPTIS
30 Sununoo o UT AUTELdUN PUE pajsalE A[21EWNM 10U 2194 OYM JO PIEOE MITA3Y I[IUIAN[ & O) POLISAID SIUSPTYS IO IDERNS JOU SIOP
31 3033 PIISILIT SITIPTUS JO IWNOITIA0 ‘PI[Y 30U SEA 99 (T UL WOYM YO PIISSHE SIUSPMIS JO JUNOIIIPUN :DPN[IUL SITMOIEW [eruaiod
953y ) ‘(g 23ed uo) 1o7TES PISSNISTP STOSEDX Y} T0F IIEINOOEUI JEYMIWOS AP ST YIIYA 99 [ (TF IO} SIWOD $ISILTE [0OYDS TO paiuasaid eyep
Y, “(UdIP[IYD 0§ $2I0 A INORIIUVOY) I8 3[F O ‘ZT(Z ‘1¢ Avenwe[ pue 710z ‘2z Lrenue( uo ‘gg ‘Lep-rumseqaresy gpSuy WOy S[Ews 97¢)
“ToResnpy o Jusunseds( 21w1g IMONosUT0Y) 3@ £q papracid BEp 9915 PUE IUSWOIUD JO SISA[ETE SIV0A 1) & WOK SWOD som3yy osoy .

89°GC ¥Te ocy 0501 G811 PTG
6 0S¢ 168 GEOT | €211 1
PO'LL 209 106 L6¥T | OTLL H
€8s 0S¥ AR 9L 0g'1l )
¥9'S 86Y |« 698 10°6T q
66T LT 000 1L X T
69°€ 60°¢ 000 0¢'L LL'6 a
v0'T 61 000 ¥ 6t°6 o)
75T 60C 000 1Z°L 6L g
Z0'1 $6'0 000 * % v
ox s | ol | oraedsip | ey 03a
sdnmyy

(¥83X 100YDG T10Z-0107) INONIIUUOY) UT SIIEI§ UonEeonpy [eadg
pue ‘O /90ey TIpuas) Aq pPIforuy USIPIIYD) 000 ¥2J SISPITY [00YOg JO Jaquuin N :xrpuaddy

UG 5 NP0 f0 Sz agf] aa0ddary 0] OLIoape pUn (aipasae Japu sy NTIdIIHD YOg

SHOIOA

LOOJILOINNOD



